The Approved Lists of Bacterial Names (5) Uncertainty has arisen about which names should be used (2). In fact, it now depends upon personal preference or institutional policy. The Centers for Disease Control in the lJnited States continue to use the older names (2), whereas the World Health Organization is using the newer names (6, 7).
Plague is now being reported as a disease arising from infection with both Y. pestis and a subspecies of Y. pseudotitberculosis. As a result, considerable confusion can arise about what constitutes a focus of pseudotuberculosis infection. Some regions with plague that are free of the disease called pseudotuberculosis have suddenly become endemic for Y. pseudotuberculdsis, if one prefers the newer terminology. More importantly, use of the new names may cause errors leading to accidental plague infections that could threaten public health and cost lives (6). Such accidents might arise by misreading labels on plague cultures that properly list the new name or from labels on plague cultures that omit, or have lost, the subspecies epithet pestis. This potential will be exacerbated if the name Y. pseudotubercuh i s continues to be used without a subspecies epithet, as there will be less tendency to question and identify mislabeled cultures of the plague bacillus. In effect, authorities who recommend use of Y . pseudotuberculosis without a subspecies epithet are inadvertently contributing to the potential for laboratory accidents.
A nomenclatural consideration is that Y. pestis is the type species of the genus. Subordination of the type specific epithet might affect the validity of the genus depending upon whether the epithet or the genetically homologous cultures themselves are considered to represent the type species * Corresponding author concept. This question is trivial and academic compared with the practical hazards that attend acceptance of subspecies rank for Y. pestis. Although deoxyribonucleic acid homology data have come to be generally accepted as evidence for species membership, it might be argued that in this exceptional case the highly infectious characteristic, which differentiates these two distinct entities, is of sufficient scientific and practical importance to merit recognition at the species level. In this case a ruling to conform to the First Principle of the International Code of Nomenclature of Bacteria could be of critical importance.
My position is that Y. pestis is the only suitable name for the plague bacillus strictly as a matter of nomenclature and that the accepted official use of that name, conserved for reasons of human safety, does not negate or reflect in any way upon the close genetic and taxonomic relationships that have been established between Y. pseudotuberculosis and Y. pestis (1).
In summary, the name Y. pseudotuberculosis subsp. pestis can cause confusion with dire consequences for public health. Principle 1, Subprinciple 2, of the International Code of Nomenclature of Bacteria is to "avoid or reject the use of names which may cause error or confusion,'' and General Consideration 6 of the Code indicates that Principles take precedence over the Rules (4). Avoidance of this new name for the plague bacillus would probably prove ineffective. The potential for life-threatening mishaps would persist long into the future. Should an accident occur, the scientific community and public health officials could be discredited for creating a human hazard that was foreseen (1, 2) and should have been prevented. Therefore, it is respectfully requested that the Judicial Commission, as the responsible authority, issue an Opinion to reject the name Yersinia pseudotuberculosis subsp. pestis for violation of the First Principle of the Code. 
